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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This is in response to the amendment filed September 1 1 , 2008. Claims 1-9 are 
pending and have being considered below. 



Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 09/1 1/2008 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Applicant argues, "Although the Masachika system provides a control unit 12 with 
memory and a control unit 62 with memory, control unit 12 functions responsive to the 
signal emitted by key 52 only to activate just device 46 or both device 46 and control 
unit 62. It does not provide for monitoring any manipulation of any memory of control 
unit 62 as provided in Applicants claims. Accordingly, it is submitted that Masachika 
cannot be construed to anticipate the claimed invention. Furthermore, it is submitted 
that none of the secondary references cited teach any modification of Masachika to 
provide any monitoring feature to arrive at the claimed invention." The examiner 
respectfully disagrees and submits Masachita discloses a step of monitoring any 
manipulation of any memory of control unit (see paragraphs [0016]-[0022]). Masachita 
further discloses that the limiting means provides limitation by prohibiting alteration of 
setting values for the setting value storing means and therefore no alteration of the 
setting value for each vehicle occupant is made in the memory or the like. 
To the extent that the response to the applicant's arguments may have mentioned new 
portions of the prior art references which were not used in the prior office action, this 
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does not constitute new a new ground of rejection. It is clear that the prior art reference 
is of record and has been considered entirely by applicant. See In re Boyer, 363 F.2d 
455, 458 n.2, 150 USPQ 441 ,444, n.2 (CCPA 1966) and In re Bush, 296 F.2d 491 ,496, 
131 USPQ 263, 267 (CCPA 1961). 

The mere fact that additional portions of the same reference may have been mentioned 
or relied upon does not constitute new ground of rejection. In re Meinhardt, 392, F.2d 
273, 280, 157 USPQ 270, 275 (CCPA 1968). 

In light of the foregoing, the rejections are sustained and this Office action is made final. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

4. Claims 1 , 3, 5 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 02(b) as being anticipated by 
Masachika (EP 0 957 01 6 A1 ). 

Claims 1 and 5. Masachika discloses a device and a process for protecting at 
least one motor vehicle component against manipulation in a control 
device(/AibsfracO, which comprises at least one microcomputer (Fig.1, item 14) 
and at least one memory module (paragraph [0035]; Fig. 1, item 72)said method 
comprising: 
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i. Dividing a code necessary for operation of the control device into at 
least one master co6e{inherent code which equates the invention sub 
code )(paragraphs [0040]-[0042]), said master code which comprises 
information essential for operation of the control device {paragraph [0040]- 
[0041]), and at least one sub-code, said sub-code which comprises 
additional information for operation of the control device (sub-key which 
equates the invention sub code) {paragraphs [0040]-[0042]), 

ii. Storing at least the master code in the microcomputer {paragraphs 
[0036]-[0040]) ,and 

iii. Causing the master code to monitor manipulation of the sub-code 
{paragraphs [0036]-[0040]) 

Claims 3 and 7: Masachika discloses a device and a process for protecting at 
least one motor vehicle component as in claims 1 and 6 above, and further 
discloses wherein said storing step comprises storing the sub-code in a 
rewritable area of the microcomputer {paragraphs [0036]-[0040]). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

a. A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented 
and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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6. Claims 2 and 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Toyota et al (EP 0 957 01 6 A1 ) in view of Havakashi (6,71 5,049). 

a. Claims 2 and 6 : Masachika discloses a device and a process for 
protecting at least one motor vehicle component as in claims 1 and 5 above, but 
does not explicitly discloses wherein said storing step comprises storing the 
master code in a read-protected area of the microcomputer, which is writable 
only once. However, Havakashi discloses a microcomputer, which further 
discloses wherein said storing step comprises storing the master code in a read- 
protected area of the microcomputer, which is writable only once {read protected 
register)(column 2, lines 46-50;Fig. 4, item 13). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to modify the teaching of Masachika such as to store the code in a read 
protected area of the microcomputer.. One would have been motivated to do so 
in order to secure the safety of data in a memory as taught by Havakashi 
(column 1, lines 42-45). 

7. Claims 4 and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Masachika (EP 0 957 01 6 A1 ) in view of Havashi et al (5,91 2,51 2). 

Claims 4 and 8. Masachika discloses a device and a process for protecting at 
least one motor vehicle component as in claims 1 and 5 above, but does not 
explicitly discloses wherein said storing step comprises storing the sub-code in a 
rewritable area of at least one external memory module. However, Havashi et al 
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discloses an engine start control device and process , which further discloses 
wherein said storing step comprises storing the sub-code in a rewritable area of 
at least one external memory module (column 11, lines 24-30). Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the teaching of Masachika such as to store the 
code in external memory module. One would have been motivated to do so in 
order provide security against stealing as taught by Havashi et al (column 1, 
lines 45-50). 



8. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Masachika (EP 0 957 01 6 A1 ) in view of Hirota et al (6.71 5,049). 

Claim 9: Masachika discloses a device for protecting at least one motor vehicle 
component as in claim 5 above, but does not explicitly discloses wherein at least 
one part of the sub-code is stored encrypted in a rewritable area and the master 
code is used to generate a key for decryption. However, Hirota et al discloses a 
microcomputer, which further discloses wherein at least one part of the sub-code 
is stored encrypted in a rewritable area and the master code is used to generate 
a key for decryption ( column 15, lines 10-45). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to modify the teaching of Masachika such to include an authentication unit. One 
would have been motivated to do so in order to protect the content of the 
memory device as taught by Hirota et al (column 1, lines 15-21). 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Fatoumata Traore whose telephone number is (571) 
270-1685. The examiner can normally be reached Monday through Thursday from 7:00 
a.m. to 4:00 p.m. and every other Friday from 7:30 a.m. to 3:30 p.m. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Nassar G. Moazzami, can be reached on (571) 272 4195. The fax phone 
number for Formal or Official faxes to Technology Center 2100 is (571 ) 273-8300. Draft 
or Informal faxes, which will not be entered in the application, may be submitted directly 
to the examiner at (571 ) 270-2685. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the Group Receptionist whose telephone number is 
(571)272-2100. 

9. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

FT 

Thursday, November 20 2008 



/Nasser G Moazzami/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2436 



